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[bookmark: _Toc166044178]This report was drafted using the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s High-Quality Next Generation ESL Instructional Materials (HQIM-NGESL) review process and rubric. The whole review process and rubric supports evaluation of:
· Whether materials provide a full year’s worth of dedicated ESL instruction, as determined by the review panel and given the Massachusetts definition of ESL,
· Whether ESL instructional materials are aligned to the WIDA English Language Development Standards Framework, 2020 Edition (henceforth known as the ELD Framework) – and integrated with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, as determined by the review panel, and
· Quality of ESL instructional materials, as interpreted through the HQIM-NGESL rubric.

The full report features a summary of the results of a panel review of the materials. The review of the materials was done during the 2024-2025 convening of the HQIM-NGESL panel. The panel was comprised of Massachusetts district leaders, classroom educators, and representatives from higher education institutions. It is important to note that the report only summarizes the analysis of the Quality of the ESL instructional materials as interpreted through the HQIM-NGESL rubric. It does not guarantee the quality, scope, or thoroughness of the reviewed materials. It also does not endorse the use of the specific materials reviewed, but simply provides a summary of the information shared by the reviewing panel.

The HQIM-NGESL rubric is divided into two sections. Section A focuses on curricular structure and the coherence of the instructional materials for supporting a trajectory of learning for the year. Section B focuses on whether materials are student-centered and the intentional design of the materials for supporting multilingual learners. Each report:
· Opens with a brief description of the materials that is provided by the publisher or the district that submitted the materials for review,
· Includes a quick reference graphic of the ratings for each of the rubric criteria and a summary of the review of the materials, as described by the review panel, and
· Contains overall-level ratings for each of the rubric criteria, as determined by the review panel, and accompanied by descriptive strengths and challenges, and
· Information from the publisher, such as product specifications.

As you review the report, be sure to consider the following:
· The criteria in the rubric represent selected desired aspects of high quality in ESL materials. While comprehensive and useful for selecting, creating, and improving the quality of ESL instructional materials, the rubric is not, nor can it be, exhaustive. There may be additional criteria your evaluation team determines important to add, based on local needs, EL data, backgrounds, and educator needs. Data may inform your creation of additional criteria and indicators in the evidence gathering process.
· The report can help teams determine whether they should adopt the ESL Instructional Materials, adopt the ESL Instructional Materials with supplemental guidance and materials to address gaps in quality, adopt materials and create a local plan to address gaps in quality, or to not adopt. HQIM-NGESL reports are only one component of a robust and transparent process to investigate and select high-quality instructional materials (HQIM) for your localized context. Explore our IMplement MA website to learn more about DESE's inclusive four-phase process, resources, and opportunities to support strong selection of high-quality instructional materials that is grounded in a shared vision, informed by localized equity priorities, and supported by diverse stakeholders.

The Waltham Public Schools ESL curriculum is a district created set of instructional materials designed for grade 6.
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Section A: Curricular Structure	
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Section B – Student-centered Instructional Materials
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Summary of the Bottom Line
The Waltham Public Schools Next Generation ESL curriculum materials demonstrate strengths in curricular structure, particularly in alignment with Massachusetts ESL standards and unit-level language goal development. The materials successfully integrate WIDA 2020 standards with MA Framework standards, creating units that develop language and content simultaneously within contextualized, meaningful circumstances. Unit-level language goals are well-developed, featuring explicit six-week timeframes, clear connections to Key Language Uses, and strong alignment with both Common Core State Standards and WIDA Language Expectations.

The materials have a solid foundation for asset-based orientation and functional language approaches, incorporating meaningful project-based learning that honors students' multicultural and multilingual identities. The materials excel in their asset-based orientation through thoughtfully designed thematic units such as "Benefits of Being Multilingual," "Stories as Windows and Mirrors," and "Giving Back to Our Community." These units provide opportunities for students to demonstrate their multilingual identities through project-based learning, including family engagement elements where students interview parents about their educational experiences. The functional approach to language instruction is comprehensive, addressing all three dimensions of language at discourse, sentence, and word levels while encouraging students to explore language as dynamic choices across different contexts.

However, the panel noted a lack of explicit lesson-level objectives, linguistically responsive practices, and comprehensive scaffolding strategies. The panel noted that the evaluation was limited by a lack of access to individual lesson plans and some digital assessment components, preventing full assessment of daily instructional practices.
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[bookmark: _Toc201411218][image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with all four sections filled in] Alignment to Massachusetts Definition of ESL - 4
Materials demonstrate clear alignment with the Massachusetts definition of ESL, integrating language development with grade-level content and the ELD Framework.

Strengths: The instructional materials demonstrate alignment with the Massachusetts definition of ESL instruction. The materials integrate both the WIDA English Language Development Standards (2020) and Massachusetts curriculum framework standards, with units structured to develop language and content simultaneously. The scope and sequence explicitly embeds English Language Development (ELD) within grade-level content standards, ensuring that language is taught within rich, contextualized, and meaningful circumstances. The units incorporate Key Language Uses and Language Expectations from the ELD Framework, and the unit-level goals effectively address grade-level disciplinary learning across all subject areas. The materials clearly attend to language development for both academic and social-instructional purposes, all embedded within age-appropriate thematic material that connects to grades 6-8 standards.

Challenges: While the alignment is strong, the panel noted that the review process was limited by access to individual lesson plans, which could have provided deeper insight into how the integration of language and content development unfolds at the daily instructional level.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in comprehensively integrating language and content standards with clear connections to all four indicators of the Massachusetts ESL definition. However, the materials would be strengthened by greater access to individual lesson plans to fully evaluate daily instructional integration.




[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with three of the four sections filled in] Curricular Map - 3
Materials provide a clear, year-long curricular map that demonstrates a coherent progression of language development aligned with grade-level content.

Strengths: The materials provide a coherent curricular map that spans grade levels and explicitly incorporates Key Language Uses and all of the WIDA ELD Standards. The scope and sequence demonstrates attention to Language for Social and Instructional Purposes, Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies. The map includes language skills and knowledge components that build toward unit goals, and units are designed to spiral instruction coherently while deepening knowledge and skills over time.

Challenges: The primary limitation was the reviewer's inability to access more of the individual lesson plans, making it difficult to assess how lessons spiral to meet unit outcomes and whether lesson outcomes effectively build toward unit goals and annual benchmarks. The connection between daily lesson outcomes and broader unit goals could not be fully evaluated.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in providing a clear curricular map with incorporation of WIDA standards and Key Language Uses. However, the inability to review more individual lesson plans prevented a comprehensive assessment of instructional spiraling and progression.



[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with all four sections filled in] Unit Language Goals - 4
Materials present clearly defined unit-level language goals that integrate content standards with language development, providing a coherent focus for instruction over several weeks.

Strengths: The materials present clearly identified unit-level language goals that are well-aligned with content connections, incorporating both Common Core State Standards and WIDA Language Expectations. Each unit includes explicit timeframes (6 weeks per unit), connections to Key Language Uses, and links to WIDA Standards. The materials integrate elements from the WIDA ELD Standards Framework, including Key Language Uses and Language Expectations, to support systematic language development. The unit language goals are appropriately framed within reasonable timeframes that allow students to explore, practice, and apply new learning.

Challenges: The panel noted that without full access to all of the materials it was at times difficult to fully determine the appropriateness of the timing and sequencing.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in comprehensive unit-level language goal development with strong alignment to both content and language standards. However, without full access to all of the materials it is difficult to fully determine the appropriateness of the timing and sequencing.
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Materials provide clear, actionable lesson-level language objectives that directly support progress toward unit language goals and can be reasonably accomplished within a single lesson.

Strengths: The materials include specific knowledge and skills components that could serve as foundations for lesson objectives. The units provide targeted prompting questions for teachers, including guidance on activating background knowledge, supporting oral academic discourse, and engaging students with written text. There are references to formative assessment and strategic feedback documentation.

Challenges: The most significant limitation is that lesson objectives are not explicitly built out in the provided materials. While knowledge and skills are listed and build toward unit goals, it remains unclear whether teachers have autonomy to create language objectives or if explicit lesson objectives exist. The panel noted a lack of evidence of clear prompts to educators to make lesson objectives visible and comprehensible to students. The panel also noted that the materials did not provide clear guidance for monitoring and self-assessing progress toward daily objectives.

Bottom Line: The materials provide promising foundational elements that could support lesson objective development. However, the materials would be strengthened by explicit, actionable lesson-level language objectives, so educators using these materials may need to develop daily language learning targets that align with unit goals.
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Materials include an assessment system that provides multiple opportunities to measure language growth, aligns with curriculum goals and standards, and informs long-term instructional planning.

Strengths: The materials include a variety of assessment types, including summative assessments at the end of each unit, CEPA (Curriculum Embedded Performance Assessment) components, and presentation rubrics. Monthly assessments are incorporated, and there are references to formative assessment practices with guiding questions for teachers. The assessments address multiple domains, with summative assessments focusing on writing and CEPAs including presentation components that align with speaking skills. Evaluative criteria are documented and provide clear expectations across discourse, sentence, and word levels.

Challenges: The panel noted that the review was limited by inability to access all assessments such as those using Pear Deck technology. Specific examples of formative assessment strategies are unclear, and assessment criteria are not consistently present throughout all materials. While summative assessments are well-developed, the formative assessment component lacks explicit guidance and examples.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in providing varied assessment types and clear summative evaluation tools. However, limited access to digital assessments and unclear formative assessment guidance impacted the panels’ ability to get a full comprehensive review of the full scope of the assessment framework the materials at time.




[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with all four sections filled in] Functional Approach – 4
Materials implement a purpose-driven approach to language development that explicitly links language forms and functions to communicative goals across academic disciplines.

Strengths: The materials demonstrate extensive evidence of metalinguistic connections and language instruction within meaningful contexts. The evaluative criteria address all three dimensions of language (discourse, sentence, and word levels), and the scope and sequence includes a variety of genres that allow students to analyze how language is used for different purposes. Metalinguistic connections are comprehensive, including student-created word walls/word banks, flexible sentence starters to support Key Language Uses, and attention to prefixes and suffixes. The materials encourage students to explore language as a dynamic set of choices across different contexts and purposes.

Challenges: The panel noted that while the materials provide the components for functional language instruction, there are not explicit references in the provided materials about how to construct and present this approach to students, requiring teacher interpretation and implementation.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in providing extensive metalinguistic connections and meaningful contextualized language instruction. However, the materials would be strengthened by more explicit guidance on how to construct and present functional language approaches to students, so districts using these materials may need to provide additional guidance and professional development on implementing functional language instruction.





[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with two of the four sections filled in] Shared Responsibility – 2
Materials promote shared expertise, responsibility, and accountability for students in the program.

Strengths: The panel noted evidence of collaborative development of the materials, with materials created through a partnership involving one ELL Coach, one Math Coach, and 17 teachers (including ESL, math, science, and history teachers) during summer 2023. The materials include connections to Common Core State Standards and incorporate questions about engaging students in oral discourse, suggesting potential for co-teaching environments. The panel also noted that the summative assessments could support collaborative monitoring of English Learners across content areas.

Challenges: The panel noted that the materials lack evidence of explicit prompting for collaboration between ESL and content area teachers. While there is evidence of content and language connections that could support co-teaching, the panel noted that there are no specific tools, processes, or systematic approaches provided for ongoing collaborative planning, instruction, or progress monitoring between ESL and content educators.

Bottom Line: The materials offer collaborative development processes with evidence of content and language connections. However, the materials would be strengthened by explicit tools and guidance for ongoing shared responsibility between ESL and content educators, so districts using these materials may need to provide additional guidance, professional development, and systematic approaches to promote ongoing collaboration and shared responsibility between ESL and content area teachers.
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[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with all four sections filled in] Asset-Based Orientation – 4
Materials consistently promote an asset-based approach, actively incorporating and building upon students’ diverse backgrounds, languages, cultures, experiences, knowledge, and interests to enhance language development and content learning.

Strengths: The materials are explicitly centered around student experiences with thematic units including "Benefits of Being Multilingual," "Stories as Windows and Mirrors," and "Giving Back to Our Community." The curriculum provides opportunities for students to demonstrate their identities as multilingual learners through project-based learning, including family engagement elements where students can interview parents or community members about their school experiences. Learning experiences go beyond surface-level representation, such as having students survey peers about issues they care about. The final projects consistently incorporate students' funds of knowledge and allow them to build upon their personal experiences and cultural backgrounds.

Challenges: The panel noted that there were no explicit references to students using their home languages as instructional resources, and specific examples of diverse texts and materials are not clearly outlined in the provided materials.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in asset-based orientation through meaningful project-based learning that authentically incorporates students' multicultural and multilingual identities and experiences. However, the materials would be strengthened by more explicit guidance on using home languages as instructional resources and clearer examples of diverse texts and materials, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with additional strategies for incorporating home language use and diverse text selection.





[image: An hourglass] Linguistically Responsive – 0
Materials consistently promote linguistically responsive practices, actively supporting the use of students’ full linguistic resources while facilitating English language development across all domains (listening, speaking, reading, and writing).

Strengths: The instructional materials provide some connections to home languages through family engagement elements in projects, for example in one unit students can interview parents or other adults in the community about their expectations and/or experiences with our school system (or in their home country's school system). Additionally, some materials provide opportunities for students to make connections to home language, for example one unit focuses on "The Benefits of Being Multilingual," which presumably includes opportunities for students to explore their linguistic backgrounds. The materials do address metalinguistic awareness through language knowledge and skills components.

Challenges: The panel noted that the materials lack explicit evidence of translanguaging practices, language transfer instruction, or strategies for supporting students' ongoing development of home languages alongside English. There are no clear opportunities or prompts for students to use their full linguistic repertoires as resources for learning, and specific strategies for connecting home languages to English development are absent.

Bottom Line: The materials provide limited connections to home languages through family engagement activities and thematic units. The materials would be strengthened by including explicit translanguaging practices, language transfer instruction, and systematic strategies for using home languages as learning resources. Districts using these materials may need to provide additional guidance and professional development so that educators can support students' full linguistic repertoires and explicit language transfer strategies.



[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with three of the four sections filled in] Critical Stance – 3
Materials consistently foster a critical stance, encouraging students to use language as a tool for inquiry, analysis, and action on issues relevant to their lives and communities.

Strengths: The materials foster critical thinking through student-centered CEPAs that encourage students to build upon their own experiences and perspectives. Unit topics include relevant community issues such as giving back to the community, climate change, and planning fundraisers. Essential questions drive student learning and support inquiry from multiple perspectives. The Language Expectations include inquiry, problem-posing, and communication components that promote higher-order thinking skills.

Challenges: While there is clear evidence of higher-order and critical thinking, the panel noted insufficient evidence of students questioning inequities and injustices or taking action on social justice issues that affect their communities.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in fostering critical thinking and inquiry through student-centered projects and relevant community issues. However, the materials would be strengthened by more explicit opportunities for students to question inequities and injustices, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with activities that encourage students to critically examine social justice issues and take action on community concerns.
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Materials provide daily, structured opportunities for all students to engage in meaningful oral interactions that develop listening and speaking skills for social and academic purposes.

Strengths: The materials include essential questioning strategies and project-based learning that incorporate oral discourse components. Teacher guidance includes specific questions about supporting oral academic discourse through structured partner talk and reciprocal teaching roles. Summative assessment rubrics connect oral discourse to other language modalities, particularly through presentation components of the CEPAs.

Challenges: The panel noted a lack of evidence that the materials provide specific structures for grade-level instructional conversations or sustained interactions. Access to individual lesson plans was limited, making it difficult to assess whether oral language development is sustained over time through daily activities. The panel also noted that there was a lack of evidence of explicit prompts for leveraging student linguistic assets during oral discussions.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate integration oral discourse through projects and assessment with guidance for supporting academic discourse. However, the materials would be strengthened by more specific structures for sustained daily oral interactions and explicit prompts for leveraging student assets, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with systematic approaches for daily oral language development and strategies that build upon students' linguistic repertoires.




[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with two of the four sections filled in] Formative Assessment – 2
Materials integrate formative assessment practices throughout instruction, providing tools and strategies for teachers and students to monitor learning, adjust teaching, and support language growth in real time.

Strengths: The materials provide explicit evaluative criteria across discourse, sentence, and word/phrase levels, offering clear guidance on what students should know and understand. There are guiding questions for teachers about formative assessment documentation, prioritizing and sharing feedback with students, and tracking with students. The materials include prompts for reinforcing and debriefing key takeaways with students through summarizer activities.

Challenges: The panel noted a lack of evidence of specific examples of formative assessment strategies and techniques for teachers. While guided questions are provided, there are not concrete tools or varied formative assessment approaches clearly outlined. Access to some digital assessments was limited, preventing full evaluation of embedded formative assessment practices.

Bottom Line: The materials demonstrate strength in providing explicit evaluative criteria and guidance questions for formative assessment planning. However, the materials would be strengthened by specific examples of varied formative assessment strategies and concrete implementation tools, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with additional formative assessment techniques and resources to support effective real-time monitoring of student learning.
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Materials provide a range of scaffolding strategies and supports that assist students in accessing grade-level content and developing language, with guidance on how to gradually remove supports as students gain proficiency.

Strengths: The materials include some scaffolding elements such as metalinguistic skills connections, student-created word walls/word banks, flexible sentence starters to support Key Language Uses, and attention to prefixes and suffixes. Opportunities for reading fluency practice are incorporated, including multiple cold and warm reads, PALS Partner Reading, attention to pace and prosody, and "chunking" multisyllabic words.

Challenges: The panel noted a lack of evidence of explicit examples of varied linguistic and content scaffolds such as sentence frames, glossaries, graphic organizers, or visual aids. There is no clear guidance on how to gradually remove supports as students gain proficiency. The only clear evidence of differentiation observed was adjusting units for different English Language Proficiency levels and SLIFE (Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education) students.

Bottom Line: The materials offer metalinguistic connections and reading fluency supports. However, the materials would be strengthened by explicit examples of varied linguistic and content scaffolds with clear guidance for gradual release, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with comprehensive scaffolding strategies and implementation guidance to support all learners effectively.




[image: A rectangular object separated into four sections, with two of the four sections filled in] Universal Design and Accessibility – 2
Materials provide varied means for accessing the content and demonstrating learning, helping teachers meet the diverse needs and abilities of a variety of students, including those with different abilities and those working above or below grade level.

Strengths: The materials offer some multimodal engagement opportunities, with assessments on PearDeck allowing for multimodal text interaction and sample projects on Google Slides including visuals and text-to-speech accessibility. The CEPA format allows for student creativity and expression in demonstrating learning. The materials are differentiated for SLIFE students and various English proficiency levels.

Challenges: The panel noted that there was no evidence of explicit resources or suggestions for engaging students with disabilities or attending to Individual Education Programs (IEPs). The panel also noted a lack of clear evidence of incorporation of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) Framework elements and a lack of evidence of comprehensive guidance for meeting the diverse needs of all learners, including those with different abilities.

Bottom Line: The materials offer some accessibility features and differentiation for English proficiency levels. However, the materials would be strengthened by explicit guidance for supporting students with disabilities and comprehensive incorporation of UDL principles, so educators using these materials may need to supplement with additional accessibility resources and strategies to ensure all learners can access and demonstrate their learning effectively.
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